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A BSTRACT 

^ -This paper- discusses the "Bette-i* Jobs and Incjoie • 

Act," Presidt^nt cait'^^r's proposed y eltar e retoum till. Brief 
'attfntion is qiven to speculation on "first order effects" oi tUti 
bill. Effects consid^^red concern the equity and the ade^quacy ot tUd 
fcill>. na1or attention i^.-^di rec ted toward "second Srder effects," 
particularly in relation to family composition, aq^ potential Itjmaifc 
labor* force part icipa tioii,. With respect to female labor force 
participation, maior tactori.> considered ^re: (1) t h^^ ' posit ioa or uie 
female labor market, which continues ta be secondary t:) th^it Jt 
■ales; (2) present views of mother labor force participation; aaa ( i) 
the effects of varyinq full :employment def ini tio^s on e xpectat ions 
for women. Additional discussion is directed toward the potential 
impact of these "second order effects" on th^ oriqinally pr9ScriDed 
policy qoals and objectives. (Author/EB)' ' \ 
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Ca rter's Wo l i arty Kef i^rm aiul lUo Famljv : jVlL'^-Jl^i:*A J',^J:' ^ JL^^Li'A'J^L^Ul^l 11^^^^ 

\ 

Tnirodiictlon 

^ . ■ • 

During tht^ past ttMi vimtj; iUc numtuM* oi l\Miia I t'-l\t*ailtul tamilitv; has 
"^ftrown ten t:Imos; aj; tar;r a^i two-paront tamLlli'j? documtMittvi tiv QL^/l*il^ 
•p^opulat LiM\ Report s Mari'h, 1^)7*),^ Iku-auso of tho h 1 s t o r 1 ra I s t rue ture 
of the labj^r market, tht-se t ena lt»-lu»a<ltui hou.st^ho Kl}^ have a much greater 

S - -1 

risk of fijllLng into the eate^^orv labeliHl poverty.^ 



Womei^ have ht^en able to TtMiiiive thi^mse l,vt/s from t h 1 s ^ca t ej;o ry via three 

il ■ ^ 

major avtliuu»r?: (I) bv combininv* thiM r own T^iinimum Incomes with the modest 

Incomes l>f i>tht^r wayr,e earnerr;, .pr imar 11 ^^ spou:;es or mates; (2) by marry- - 

ing somJone earning significantlv more than the poverty level; (3) by 

succeeding within the labiir market themselves. These alternatives are 

related^ to such factors a.s presence of children, avatlablllty of marriage 

partners, desire to ma^rrv, ava llab 11 i tv .of jobs, skills adequate to procure 

.and maintain emplovwrnt, and the forcos diminishing their ability to command 

adoqu.i|te salaries. 

f * 

P^rese jnt Welf a re Anproacht^s and Ff fects 

(The remaining alternative — public assistance (Aid t.o Families with 
Depekdene Children) — has not adequately lifted women above the present 
poverty line. An 'on-going aim of welfare reform has be^n directed toward 
thii ques'tion of adequacv and also toward equity issues. Another major 
issLe ha^^ "been its inadvertant role in the dissolution and discouragcfmen t ^ 
of two-pareat farailii-s. The first sories of concerns njentioned — adequacy 
and equitv — addqg^ss "first order effects"; the second issue, concerning 
fc-^mily policy, can be ^^-^f^rani .is a "sec^^nd order eftect'*. A "first order 
effect" is more spec if leal Iv defined as the assessment of the impact in 



Pago, 2 

(contM) ^ ' 
Carter's Wolfartv Rolorm 



relatlau ta goals :xnd ob f Ivi^s , The *'si»coiui ornlvr o1fi»ct," foe us.i»s on 
the dtscovory of c^nsoquouos ahovo anil hovond* tho statod jA:)liov go^als, ^ 
In maay cases vin InttMulod , unoontiroj lab lo", aiui iinprodtct lab.lo — as ,ro forroij 

s 

t.O above In the dtsjiolutlon aiui d I scoiiragomt^nt^ of t wo-pa rtMi f ami 1 1 os . 



For example. In ' ana ly 7. iny; pr*v^ent piA^llc assistance impact, the 

followln)»v f ^^rst ord'er Issues aris*^, Usin^ an official poverty Income 

'level of $3^ 815 for a non-farm family of four in I97t>i 21,4 million 

families qualified as. f a 1 1 ing. be low that l^ine. Combining income tVansfer 

programs (Aid to Families witfi Dependent Children) with in-kind transfers 

(medicaid, housing^, food stamps), 6.6 mil 1 ion - families .t remvi ined 

below tfuat 1^76 poverty base, ^ ^hose data ac^ifess adequacy of impact — 

a fir^t order concern. An example of another first ord^r concern — 

equity., — is illustrated Kv the fact that twentv-four s tates prov ide 

\, 

AFDC bnly when the father is absent while tventv-six states provide 

■■, ' ■ , i 

benefits if he is present but unemployed. The fact that 'payments for a ' 
family of four range from $720 linnually in MlssisV? ipp-i -to p6,^00 in 
Hawaii is another r^emarkable "first order effect*' which raises inescapealjl 
concern , ■ ' ; ^ ^ ' ' • 

Much debate about AFDC has centered around "second order effect^". 
'A majoF task of policy analysts has been the identification and measure- 
ment of '^uch impacts. In order to design or evaluate a policy it is , 
necessary not only to include an analvsis of "first order effects"- or goal 
as originally stated btit also t[\e resulting second order, inpliirat iorrs 
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70ur*prosont AFHC |u-i>gram4as oriKinallv CimcolviHl In V)JS, wfth modtTato 



rations aIon>j; the wav , has ^ivvu anuw for much -debtitc and , d I ssa t Is tac t ion 

.•surrounding; such. nr,st ordi^r. cf fin^ts as adequacy and equity, Sccoi;id >:)rdor ; 

effects have more recently also >;lven rfse to much controversy. Our theme 

, ■ , • * ■ ' -J 

relates to the f<ict that the main sou rces .o I d Issat I sf ac t Ion *w i'tH the pres^^nt 

program have surrounded the issUes of adequacy and certainly pro^',ram inequity 
(participants in diftcYent pro>;rams receiVing diffet^ent levols-bf assistance). 
For example Supplemental Security Insurance ) recipients are provided 

with a hlf^her level of assistance Jrhan those on Aid to Faraliles with Do- 
pendent Children (AKDC) . ^ A.^. prav ious ly mentioned; geo^raph.lca I inequity^ 
is an issue. The difference in pa\Tnents based on peo>;rapl),ica I area^, 
.exceeding thj- d i f f erences in cost of living;, is in ^v io la t ion 'o^ the principle 
of horizontal equity. Regional racial issues, personal per capita^ iniicome 
and area tax efforts, ex(^lain the greatest proportion of varience in* pay- 
meats. Another major criticism is that the sVstem, as presently composed, 
creates an atmospliere of pcrpetuat i on , -For example, families receive more ' 
or greater benefits via the "system" than they woLfld in the free market 
at minimum wag^^, hence creating work d is i ncerrt'ives , Lack of support of the 
intact, family al^so comes unde r * cr i t ic ism , 

The. various failures of the existing welfare system have been rtcognized 
primarily by social workers for well over a decade, "Recepients, taxpayers, 
politicians, administrators, have identified our present system as too Hig, 
too costly, and too iiomplex" a^ noted by Ellen V^itman,^ present 
programs do tend to destroy morale and incentives and alsol perpetuate 
resulting welfare cycles* As mentioned, families in fact ^reak-up because 
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of It bylng f inane tallv moio adv.mt oj^ous , work l.s d isr our aged boc^uisi^ 

elytra Income reduces Liu^ henefjts ot' asslstahce too drastically, and 
* ». ■ * ' 

^eliglbllltv reiju I renu^nt s varv ffi>m" state to state. 

■ ■ ' ^ . 

A Progr iirn J o r_ B^^_t_t i% . T o h ^^ a n i i_ T n c om % * • 

, ' Based on all of tlu^s factor:?, on August 6, 1977, President Carter 

anoounced or introduced a proposal tor comprehensive welfare reform — 
the Program for Be'tter Jobs and .Income (House Bill 10950, formerly House 
Bill 9030'; and, Senate^Bill 208A) . This new* program was deifigned to place 
major emphas is on Ji'ibs, family stability, uniforip and eqCiitable benefit 
sch-edules, and work Incentives. ^Carter proposed to aboligh all existing 

\ywelfare programs and replace them with a single welfare' effT)rt. 

The Carter welfare refonri plan proposed a three-part program that 
would provide; (1) consolidated cash assistance for those "not expected' 
to work** (this will be discussed in gu.eater detai 1 ' later) ; ' (2) Job and 
income y^ppl-ementat ion for ir.any of -those "expected to work";, and (3) an' 

expanded earned Income tax credit (EITC) for persons in regular, public 

. ' , ^ 9 ^ 

or private sector, enp lo\'Tnen t . The - schenie. o f Carter's plan incorporates 

two major parts: (1) income provisions and (2) work requiripraents , For 

the first tit^e in American welfare system history, a 'program was designed 

which addxessed both the working. and the non-working poor. In the past 

the only cc5mp6nent of the welfare system which addressed 'the working-poor 

was the food stamp program and earned income, tax credits. The Carter 

♦ 

program proposed cash assistance for these workin/g- poor ; 
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A consal idat.vi ^-ash as;; i s t .ituo innipon.MU ot, thi< livconu^ supinut prograi 
was targottMi for a ciM-tain cAlcy\or\ of non-working poor, namely tUv ag^^d, 
disabled, blind, ^tiyi 4; in).> I (-pari>nt famllioi; with clf 1 1 d rtM\ .a>>os 6 or under 
the ''not oxpeeted to work" oate^'.orv.. S in>; 1 e-pa riMU families wTth eh^i^dren 
' 7 throuKh 13 woul^ -also fall into t ta s e>vn^>;o rv If no job or -day .:are were 
available. Thl^se Individuals woM d (jua } I f v for up^Vr-tler benefits In 
the two-level system. Benefits would include $4200 for a' family of four, 
with Income support pavTni>nts decllninv> bv 30c as earnings Increased by 
each dollar over thi.s polnt-.^ Thr break-even point' would be $8A00, mean- 
ing the point- at whlV.U pro}.>ram ellgibilltv and bJneflts end. Upper-level 
benefits .for non-working av>ed, blind_^or d Isab led Indlv Iduals would be ' 
$2500, with the bre^^k^even point, if wi^rking, being. $5000, artd $3750 for 
aged, blind or disabled couples witl^ the break-even point being $7500. , 

^ Individuals who would qualify for lower-level or . I6wer-t ler benefits 
would be of two-parent families with children and the one-parent family 
with the youngest c^h^^^ av;o'\3.' To qualify for the benefits r^^ceived 

Is 'the expecta-t ion* to work. 'They would qualify f or upper-t ier benefits 
lf.no job were. available after^an eight-week job search^. Cash benefits 
for a fanjiriy of four who qualify for this lower-tier catagory would be 
$2300. Cdmblning this amount with the first $3800 of earnings which are 
excluded from Income, and a 50*: *benef it; redufct'lon rate in benefit Income 
related to earnings over $3800 would result In a comparable tvreak-even 
point' of $8400. Note that benefit levels are Increased fo^ each ch^ld 
up to 7 persons per household- Tt should also be noted that the announced 
benefit levels iissume no state' supplementation and, (^f course, no child, 
care deduction. Upper-tier part ic!ipants wpulti f^H into what Is called ' 
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the. Income support proi;r.'»m; tlu* lowi»r-tior pro>;ram wonld ho {dontlfiod 
tts ti work bo.nofit proj^r.im for iho working poor. Rtjcipionts, of con r so, 
are divided into (a) those "oxpoctod to work" and (h) those ''not exTpectod 
to 'Uork" according; to t ho critorla dlscrlhod above. . 

A second ma jor Vomponont of thi» Pr o^;ram for Bettor Jobs and Ino |^ny.^ 
Involves a job program which Is directed towards those who are "expected 
to work . Under this pro>;rain 1.4 million working and training- slots would 
be croate^d at rhiv min imiim wage for principal wage earners of families wit h 
ch i Idren , AppLiLimts foi^ the Job component would be required to engag^J 
In a Job search for private or regular public sector Jobs prior to quali- 
fication for this sul^sidized program. It should be noted that 300,000 
of the Jobs would-be part-time jobs geared *to single parents of crft^^yi , 
ages 7^ thrpugh 13. years. Ttiese parents will be expiected to woVk during » 



h^ol ? 



school hours onLv; in situations where day care is available after-sch 
they would be expect to work full-tlmo. Before becoming eligible for 
one of these subsidized jobs, a five-week search must be undertaken in 

- ■ . V. ' 

the private sector. At the end- of 12 months in a subsidized job, another 
'five-week search would be required for continuation lA the program." 

A third major component of the Proeram for Better Jobs and Inci)me 

is the earned income-tax credit (EITC) . This would^ expand the current 

•EITC so that the worker, vith^lfa 5«mily, whose wages are below the federal 

income tax liability level would receive a cash cVedit. At present, jre.- 

gulaCions allow a Vebate o^^I0% on all earnings up to $4000. The rate 

Is then based on a $1 for evorv $10 of Income up to *^8,000. The Carter 

I 

plan proposed the same 10% on earnings up to $4000. It also would allow 
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a 5% .credit on cnrnlnyv^ (roiw $'*()0{) to tlu' point at- which federal tax 
liability oceurM. Heviuul thlr; tax i^ntrv point, which will, of courju^, 
vary depending on numher o f "iU»ptMulen Ss , ay;ed , dlsahlTltv, etc., a phase.- 
out of a $l,for every $10 of income wonld occur. It should be noted 
that, the expanded tax c red I t_bt»ne f 1 1 s wi>uld apply iMilv'to earni»d Income 
from unsubsldized Jobs in the public or pr I vat e sec tor . -md only to worker 
with fanlllcs. ft should be noted^that the new EITC wcnifd reach a^ maximum 
of about $650 and wo'uld ^^haso-out entirely at an Income of approximately • 
$l5<0nDO for a fsimily of fourf 

• To^ summari 7.e , the Program for Better Jobs and Incomwr was deslv>ned 
to provide employment opportunities and strong Incentives for thcjse who ^* 
can work, and adequate cash assistance for^t'hose who cannot find a Job • 
or are otherwise unable to work. Consolidation of all public assistance 
programs Into a uniform federal svstem would Improve administrative 
efficiency and create a structuire where error and fraud are less llkelv, 

4 

Federal income support would be extended for the firs-t time t,d all peedv' 

■ • s. \ . ■ 

two-parent families, single individuals, and chiBdless couples thereby 
eliminating a major inequity in the current svstem and reducing the in- 
centive for families to separate. By instituting a federal floor. under 



the income of the poor , benef it?' dispar ity among the states would be suW 



stant ially diminished. Finally, the provision of cash supplement^ would 

^ • ' ' ■ ' ■ 10 

be fully integrated with emplo>^Qnt and training programs. 
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^FLrtit Order Kt'ferts 



' In regard to the alnwi^ , Cartt^r's pnip^^«^t*^l pl.ni>^or wi^lfare reform would 
address those crltleal "first ordi^r" Issues. To reiterate a "tlrst order s 
effort" Is defliu^il as the assessnnMit of Impaet In relation to stated y»oals 
or objeetlves, for exaripU% adi^iuacv and- equity'. It is assumed that sueli a 
plan would go a long way towards addressing sui*lr a "first order" Issue as * 
adequacy. As o't Julv, 1^76, by the wav, i^nly 17 states paid as much as 
Carter's proposed plan. Althou)«li not all states -would be paving the same 

amount, under Carter's plan, all statin would at least have to be paying the 
minimura\>is inci4.cated in the plan. A major criticism in respect tA?-j;.the 
adequacy issue in his plan is that benef it?i. f or non-workers at^- too loO/ ^ 
and Indeed, based on $4^00, poverty for that groua woul<^ become institutional- 
ized ( see .Harrell Rogers). . • . 
/ ^ - I 

^ ' i 

The impact on thu- other "first order concern" — equity — would bo 
significant. Bv-V conso I i da t Ln^ the major welfare efforts. Supplemental 
Security Income, Aid t.o Families with DependeT\t Children, and in-kind' 



J 



assistance, the* ^proi;^^^^ would offer across*the board program equity. Bbcaus 
of its 'est Jfcli^hed base-line it als'o would insure greater geographical equity 
A concept which could be called family eligibility equity would be eftected,^ 
fa^mily eligibility nft based on the presence or absei^e .of a man in the 
family or on a working versus non-working man in the family, but rather on 
"expected to work" versus "not expecTted to work" criteria. 

- 7 ■ • ■ , - • . • 

Another area of improvement which falls under the concept of equitv^^ 
would be the reduction of "^?ociai stigma". The proposal would elim^ate 



Page 9 
(cont'd) 

Carter Vs Wolfaro Rt^form 

the categoriofi of 'Meserv.l n>»/* and "uiult»serv tny;" poor and ^ouM Int rinluct* a* 
new classlf icat Lon system o\ ''wi>rkin^;** vtM\sus **non-wot|k In^" poor. Indiy.nttles c\ 
forced by the present food stamp svstem markln>\ the users would he eliminated 
with the demise of that r>ystiMn anil the lust Itut Uni of its casjji replacement. 



In. addition, a '*flrst oriler Vi>nci»rn** which the plan would addrtvss ^1;^' tlie 
reduction o f ' admin Is t rat I ve Civ;ts and procedure?,^ \>/iaie overall anticipated 
cost of the program would he 10,7 billion j^r 2.8 billion more ^han our present 
welfare costs, and a revenue h>ss ara<nnit Ing to 3.4 billion due to the earned 
Income tax credit ci^mponent would raise the total additional cost to 6.2 billion 
^ollars. It should be noted that the President's aim, according to his re~ 
port, is to reduce administrative ct^sts. In addition, the new plan would re~ 



duce,^poverty rolls by 1.6 ml 1 1 ion isid Ividuals . 



^ A significant major i:oal of the program is t^^ get more people into the 

1 . ■ . 

job market. The s t rue tu rq^ f the program woul* encourage people to work 
due to its focus on aid for emploN'Tnent rather than its emphasis on Welfare 
dependency. However, ^ proposed, the program would not assure jobs in the 
"'private sector; it vou^kl only assure the 1.4 million subsidized public jobs 
a^^^speclf led in the proposal. According to the President's Economic Report, 
it is recognized that the welfare reform plan was not deslgned^^ b^ 'a cure 
or answer for present unemplov^neht problems. In other words, this t;^!^^^^ 
reform is not the administrations' major plan for reaching a full-employment 
economy. The prln^ advantage of the job component in this welfar9 reform 
plan is that it allows higher payment levels, althoucfh it does not ^increase 
tax receipts. 
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If other t>ic*^nt 1 ves within tJu* tV'onijaiv work to InrrtM.st* >;eneral omplo^^ment, 
thq Job eomponent oi t lU s pro^»,ram shoTiKi he :\ LempoT\»^y or resUiunl part of 
Che program. One writer, Harrell ^y^^'^' ' subs id 1 zoii 

minimum wage Jobs "mav I'au.Si^ iMiip I ovi^r s ' (pa r t ii'u I ar 1 y state and Itu-al ^.overnmont s) 
to replace hlv;her paid worki^rs with welfar*^ '*rec Ip leuts , thus lurcher disrupting 
the Job m.»rket*'a eaveat . ' ' An Important faet^ls that the plan recognizes 
that poor people want and nvrd lobs movo Importantly that poor women 
want and need J obs ,^ howeve r . The earnt^d inci^;i\e tax crt«»dlt component would 
del In It el y ease the tax burden l^n li^w Income tax payers,* the Intended goal. 
This also could be an addtnl equ'itv issue. On the o.ther hand, the fact that 
the earned income tax credit apf>lies only to workers with families might 
provide a case for incquirv^. * 



In summary It would apTv?ar that the program would fulfill its m^ijor 
goals or expectations* —-note - > I Mtate Us major v^oals , Although not at 
the desired level, the establis;hed 'base-line would significantly address 
Ehe issues of adequacv* Program consolidation would improve equity concerns 
and presumably reduce administrative cost and procedures. The job component 
recognizes the need for empIo\'nent as well as the desire to work. If admin- - 
istrative costs include overall cos*ts of the program, a major argument against 
the program would be the 6.2 billian increase in total expenditures; ho^^ever, 
overall design of the program should encourage people to enter the general 
labor force provided there are jobs available for them.. Thi^ might effect- 
the tax return positively, in regards to attacks on the economy of the proposal. 
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Second Order Effects 



Not only would this program effect Overall welfare attitudes but it slgni- 
ficantly would effect. ideas regarding family and family policy. First and fore-.' 
mast the plan officially recognizes s in^^le-parent families -as complete family 4^'* 
units. Although the tax system rec4^^n£zes such, the. welfare sys tem^ h is t or ical ly has 
viewed and lal)eled the single-parent family as incomplete. The majority of 
single-parent families are f emale-headc^J as well as are the majority of welfare 
families. The plan would offer them due .recogni^JjD" -^nd. acceptabil ity . .Also 
the proposal as enacted for the first time gives money dr cash assistanc^e to 
single people and childless couples who cannot find work;^. former prpgrams 
discriminated against childless co.iplt.^s, single ind Iv idu<rls , and non-aged 
individuals by only giving them fo6d stamp benefits, not cash benefits. 

The concept of wom«^n raring for rfilldren has always been recognized; 
however, this proposal offlriallv .r^'cognlzes that women are performing valuable 
work when taking can^ ot r hr i r r h I Id r t-n vis-a-vis the fact that women witfi child- 
ren under ag/-' seven ar*' nnt n^qu,! rrd to work. This Is also reinforced by the 
fact that wcnnen with childnT) b<*tw«'pn tint ag«vs of rjeven and thirteen W(Mild 
not be oxprrtt'd to wnrV rlurlng rujn-sfhof) I hours unless adr^quate day rare was 
available, 'j},,. progr.-im re<:og,n I z^s the need for day care; however, Its reduce 
allowances do«'s t«'n»l to b*- som** what contradictory. On the whole, a major 
criticism of th*' child can- compoui-ul as a vl/ible alternative in thai the 
proKram while placing tsnpliasis on child care offers notlilng to Infiurj* quality 
rare and Incre.eHvl sfrrVi'-*"'. 
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As indicated previously, the plan recognizes the working wants and needs 
of poor women. Our present AFDC program has penalized wonen for finding jobs 
rather than rewarding them. According to 1974 Labor statistics 37% of women, ' 
with pre-schoolers were employed. A major criticism of this, the Program 
for Better Jobs and .Incogic , is that it has not recognized the desire of these 
•women with children under age seven to worlT. ^In fact;, this is the lowest 
■priority category as outlined by the plan. This could be interpreted as ^ 
elimination of free choice. Hence, the fact that women with children bt^tween the 
ages of seven and thirteen are expected to work, if day care is present, and that 
women with children under age seven are jiot expected to work may not he the 
wisest alternative. In different families under different situations, women 
may be needed in the home at different times. For example, the presence of 
mothers during the ter-nage years miglit be more important then the pre-schobl 
* years. The fact tl|at thrre Is an across the board benefit reduction for 
older children and (i i f f e ren t i a 1 Wf)rk requirements might.be interpreted as a 
prona'tal policy. 

\ ^ 

4 

This proposal limits the f/im i ly earn ing, power to the principal wage earner 
at minimum wagr-. In nu)«;t situations, urul^-r tlu'sr aforementioned c i realms tances , 
two-per.sfMi iMrrilnK (;a[>.-K i t y . i s niM-flfrl ft^r survival.. This tends to set restrictions 
on welfare f'amilles, not necessarily .'i[)plylng to the average family. 

Some critics contend tliat tju/ plan Is primarily In favor of v\v\\ . Fifty-one 
percent' of the JobV^ are *;ct-uy) for mm and forty-nine percent of th<* propofjed 
Jobtt are deriigaed for women; l)ut forty-four p«*rccnt of the nr^iir jobs arc «'ar 
mar^erl for ()rcscnt nnn-fofxl star'ip pcM[)lc arpj rn.rav contend that tljc m.j]f)rlty 
of thi'i forty-four pi'.rfcnt wotild end up male. ' 

er|c ' J/i _ 
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Carter's Welfare Reform \ 

If it had been enacteid as originally proposed, no health coverage would have 
been included. . This obviously would have resulted in the gros^ reduction of 
benefits as well as added client expenses, and in a crisfs situation, a possible 
catastrophe for many recipients in need~ of health services since, medicaid would ^ 
have been eliminated by this plan.. It is apparent that the hope for simultaneous 
enactment of a national health insurance plan was the reason for this elimination. 
It may have been naive to antic^ate such mutual program acceptance.* Without 
medical car^, the resulting jiental and financial strain would have encouraged 
the demise of family support as well as inescapable disastrous results for all 
involved. The result would^ be more than gross health care inadequacy together 
with a move towards ^reatei? inequity between program participants and non-part- 
icipants. Lack of a medical componet could be interpreted as an anti-natal 
as well as an ant i --we] fare recipient stance; but above all,' without medicaid 
there would be no medical care. " . ' *- 

Carter's welfare rrforn proposal. Pro gram s for Bet te r Job^ and Income , 
addrer»s^s several compont^nt s which nrv of particular interest for thos(i involved^ 
in family concerns, Thi* fact thiat th^' proposal recogn i zp5 j)pOp I es ' desire to 
work is a critical concern. A change in welfare philosophy from "worthy" 
and "non- worthy" to "expec ted ' to work" and "not expected to work" is more' 
than significant. The I'mphasls on greater program and j'.eographical equity is 
a giant step. Adequacy would be improved; however, benefit?} for non-workern 

A. 

are st^lll, much too low and would have a t «*rulenc y ' t o In.st I t ut 1 onal i7:e [)overty 
for that group. Another ma ]or flaw In the prf)poMal is that it dnp«i not tru(»ly 



attempt to make any periiianent clMriges I ri rr'.'.[)e(.t to [)ov4*rty [)er se. It l.s 
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(contM) ' . i 

Carter's Welfare Reform j 

* i 

still an attempt to alleviate poverty rather than to cure its caused. Another 

I * . I ^ ■ 

major crittcism. is that it is based on the assumption that employment problem3 

in America are temporary and in the future a full employment economy' is phasible. 

' 'Ba^e.d on Carter's campaign promise of we 1 f are ' re form coupled wijih specific 

1 

contingency support, why was the overall proposal rejected? First and foremost 
is it because we are''a capitalistic soci(lty more interested in maindfcjining a 
maximum profit margin and bewaring minimum costs of welfare than suffering the 
consequences of a^^ll bmployTfRmt economy? It should 'be noted that between 




1950-1975 the of f ^c iai unemplovmen t rate averaged about 5% , in 1975 lit averaged 
8,5%, and .in 19)6 It averaged 7,7%, Is it .that it is unrealistic to eirp??c^t'^ fhat, 
based .on historical operation, jobs could be offered to all those who are able 
to work? If jobs are to be offered, obviously more than 1.4 million jobs would 
ne^d to be subsidized. Could a-major reason that the proposal was not accepted 
be that it would lnvr>lve radical changes in philosophy as well as program oper- 
ation? Historically, we have F)e*^n involved -in incremental, hut non systematic 
•change. Such has been the nations' pattern-of operat ion . and to Introduce some- 
thing that is not bas(Mi on this concept might have been construed as intolerable. 
Could the recent approval by Congress of 15 billion dollars for jobs creating 
public works and piih M e '..'rv i p]u<; Lhr^ pasr.age of Hiimphr(*y-fiawk i nr; Bill to 
reduce unemp loyme-n t by by 198'J be interpreted as an incremental move toward 
social change? Another rea.sr)n why th(* program might have been rejected is the 
result of cost benr^fit annV^n; nrv l\\v benefit.^ of the program worth the costs? 
With the pr(*rient emphasl<; on t;ix rutM, perhaps 'in our ctirrent social and political 
environment the betu*flts w<:re judged as unworthy of the expense^i. As a result, 
our prp«ent syHtem con 1 1 ruie.s wi th Its many r/im 1 f 1 eat I orif: arul probhnns. 
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